Introduction {#s1}
============

Vascular diseases, including coronary heart disease, stroke, diabetes and kidney disease, affect more than four million people in England and are responsible for one in every three deaths and one in five hospital admissions annually.^[@FDV070C1]^ Physical inactivity is a key modifiable risk factor for vascular diseases^[@FDV070C2]^ and is often targeted in primary care-based interventions delivered to diverse patient groups.^[@FDV070C3]--[@FDV070C8]^

An example of one such intervention is England\'s National Health Service (NHS) Health Checks programme.^[@FDV070C9]^ This programme invites eligible patients aged 40--74 years to attend a vascular disease risk assessment, usually based in primary care. This assessment incorporates brief advice encouraging physical activity and dietary change in patients considered to be at increased risk. How best to promote physical activity within this time and resource-limited context is the focus of an ongoing randomized controlled trial^[@FDV070C10]^. The present study uses data from the pilot phase of this trial.

The desired outcome of the Health Check---a reduction in the incidence of vascular diseases in England^[@FDV070C11]^---will only occur if the programme can successfully recruit and screen large numbers of currently healthy patients. It is widely recognized that population-level preventative interventions like vascular screening may impact minimally on individual recipients, many of whom will be of low risk, yet remain effective at the population level given their potential to reach large numbers (the 'prevention paradox').^[@FDV070C12]^ As Geoffrey Rose explains in his seminal paper 'Sick Individuals and Sick Populations', small reductions in a risk factor that occur en masse will prevent more cases of a disease than sizeable changes occurring within high-risk subgroups.^[@FDV070C12]^

However, Rose\'s approach to disease prevention has been critiqued by those who suggest that population-level interventions may inadvertently increase inequities in health behaviour and outcomes.^[@FDV070C13]^ If selection bias operates such that low-risk individuals primarily attend Health Checks and use the support on offer, there is potential for inequities in health to be widened rather than narrowed as a result of the programme.^[@FDV070C14],[@FDV070C15]^ Health inequity has previously been defined as systematic disparities in health between population groups with different levels of underlying social disadvantage or advantage (for example, as a result of their gender, ethnicity, age or socioeconomic status; SES).^[@FDV070C16]^

To date, a number of socio-demographic factors have been shown to influence uptake of primary care-based preventative interventions. For example, one previous study found that non-participants to a coronary heart disease screening programme were older and of lower SES than participants.^[@FDV070C17]^ These non-participants were also in poorer health and engaged in fewer health-promoting behaviours than participants,^[@FDV070C17]^ a finding that implies inequities in health may increase following screening roll out. Other studies of non-participants have observed similar results for SES across a range of different screening interventions,^[@FDV070C18]--[@FDV070C20]^ summarized succinctly in two reviews available on this topic.^[@FDV070C21],[@FDV070C22]^ In the context of the NHS Health Check programme specifically, age, ethnicity, gender and SES have all previously been shown to influence non-participation, although the effect of each characteristic may differ with setting.^[@FDV070C23],[@FDV070C24]^ For physical activity promotion interventions, socio-demographic differences in participation have been found in directions that suggest post-intervention increases in health inequities,^[@FDV070C25],[@FDV070C26]^ although contradictory findings are present.^[@FDV070C27],[@FDV070C28]^ For example, considering gender, men have been shown to be both more and less likely than women to participate in physical activity promotion interventions.^[@FDV070C25],[@FDV070C26],[@FDV070C28]^

For the present study, we aimed to explore the socio-demographic characteristics of participants and non-participants to the Health Check and a nested research trial of very brief interventions for physical activity. We examined age, gender, ethnicity and deprivation level to draw some initial conclusions regarding equity in uptake.

Methods {#s2}
=======

Design {#s2a}
------

A cross-sectional design using recruitment data collected as part of a randomized controlled pilot trial. This trial formed one phase of a research programme determining the potential efficacy, fidelity, feasibility and acceptability of very brief interventions to promote physical activity within the Health Check consultation.^[@FDV070C29]^ Details of the trial are available online.^[@FDV070C10]^

Setting {#s2b}
-------

Four General Practice (GP) surgeries in the East of England.

Participants {#s2c}
------------

Eligible patients were those invited to attend a Health Check and participate in a nested physical activity trial. Recruitment methods differed across surgeries (see Table [1](#FDV070TB1){ref-type="table"}), but involved one or more of the following: mailed invitation letters, mailed reminder letters, face-to-face recruitment of eligible patients attending pre-existing GP appointments and telephone recruitment. Table 1Details of participating GP surgeries*GP surgeryRegistered personsLocationPractice IMD Score (National Decile^a^)Practice % non-white ethnicity estimateRecruitment proceduresTotal number of patients invited to participate (*n* = 1380)*Practice 17000--7999Urban Town19.8 (5th decile)0.0%Mailed invitations\
Mailed reminders\
Face-to-face (in-practice)\
Telephone687Practice 29000--9999Urban Town18.7 (5th decile)-Mailed invitations\
Face-to-face (in-practice)215Practice 32000--2999Urban Town7.8 (1st decile)1.8%Mailed invitations\
Mailed reminders\
Face-to-face (in-practice)380Practice 44000--4999Rural Town4.9 (1st decile)1.7%Mailed invitations98[^1][^2]

Ethical approval {#s2d}
----------------

Ethical approval was obtained from London Harrow Research Ethics Committee (13/LO/1163), with additional approval to access anonymized information on non-participants from GP surgery records obtained from the Health Research Authority Confidentiality Advisory Group (CAG 7-06(d)/2013).

Measures {#s2e}
--------

Data routinely collected by GP surgeries were compiled for analysis by a member of the practice staff, including patient age (years), sex, ethnicity (16-category UK Office for National Statistics tool)^[@FDV070C30]^ and area-level SES (Index of Multiple Deprivation; IMD).^[@FDV070C31]^ The IMD ranks geographical units known as Lower Layer Super Output Areas (areas containing between 400 and 1200 houses, determined by postal code)^[@FDV070C32]^ based on various domains including income, employment, health, education, crime, access to services and the living environment. IMD scores were categorized into quintiles for analysis, with Quintile 1 corresponding to areas of lowest deprivation.

The main outcome variables of interest were participation in the Health Check and participation in the nested physical activity trial. Health Check participation included patients who took part in the Health Check only and those who participated in both the Health Check and the trial. Trial participation included patients who took part in both the Health Check and physical activity trial (It was not possible to participate in the trial without also taking part in a Health Check.). Figure [1](#FDV070F1){ref-type="fig"} clarifies participant and non-participant classifications. Fig. 1Participant and non-participant comparisons.

Analysis {#s2f}
--------

Univariate binary logistic regression analyses were conducted to compare age, gender, ethnicity and IMD scores of Health Check participants versus Health Check non-participants and of trial participants versus trial non-participants (see Fig. [1](#FDV070F1){ref-type="fig"}). Following this, interactions were explored and multivariate binary logistic regression analyses conducted including all socio-demographic variables as predictors and adjusting for GP surgery as a probable confounding factor (There were differences in socio-demographic composition and in recruitment procedures across practices.).

Results {#s3}
=======

Four GP surgeries provided data on Health Check and trial participants and non-participants. Table [1](#FDV070TB1){ref-type="table"} provides further details of participating practices.^[@FDV070C33]^ These served between 2000 and 10 000 patients in relatively racially homogeneous areas of moderate to low levels of deprivation. All participating GP surgeries used more than one recruitment strategy, with mailed invitation letters the most commonly employed.

In total, 373 patients (27% of *n* = 1380) were classified as Health Check participants (data were missing on Health Check only participants in Practice 2), and 194 (14.1%) patients were classified as physical activity trial participants. Participation rates varied significantly across practices, with Health Check uptake of 37.0, 14.5 and 12.2% seen in Practices 1, 3 and 4 (*χ*^2^ = 74.61, df = 2, *P* \< 0.005), and trial uptake rates of 11.4, 24.2, 13.7 and 12.2% seen in Practices 1, 2, 3 and 4 (*χ*^2^ = 22.72, df = 3, *P* \< 0.005), respectively. Table [2](#FDV070TB2){ref-type="table"} presents details of the demographic characteristics of participants and non-participants. Table 2Demographic details of participants and non-participants*VariableUnitInvited patients (*n* = 1380)Health Check and trial non-participants (1) (*n* = 844)Health Check only participants (2) (*n* = 179)Health Check and trial participants (3) (*n* = 194)*Age YearsMean (SD)52.4 (9.3)52.0 (9.0)56.6 (9.9)54.4 (9.3)Gender Male*n* (%)686 (49.7)427 (50.6)76 (42.5)80 (41.2) Female694 (50.3)417 (49.4)103 (57.5)114 (58.8)Ethnicity^a^ White*n* (%)1006 (72.9)585 (69.3)144 (80.4)163 (84.0) Other45 (3.3)19 (2.3)3 (1.7)10 (5.2)IMD^b^ ScoreMedian (Range)14.2 (13.8)13.3 (13.6)18.3 (9.3)13.8 (13.9) Quintile 1 (least deprived)*n* (%)275 (19.9)189 (22.4)1 (0.6)48 (24.7) Quintile 2319 (23.1)216 (25.6)37 (20.7)43 (22.2) Quintile 3235 (17.0)130 (15.4)40 (22.3)35 (18.0) Quintile 4285 (20.7)179 (21.2)52 (29.1)32 (16.5) Quintile 5 (most deprived)256 (18.6)125 (14.8)48 (26.8)34 (17.5)[^3][^4]

Health Check participants versus Health Check non-participants {#s3a}
--------------------------------------------------------------

Table [3](#FDV070TB3){ref-type="table"} displays results of univariate and multivariate logistic regression analyses predicting Health Check participation (*n* = 1165). For univariate analyses, with every year of increased age, patients showed a statistically significant 5% increase in the odds of Health Check participation (OR 1.05, 95% CI 1.04--1.07), while the odds of participation were around 50% higher for women than men (OR 1.50, 95% CI 1.16--1.95). Uptake did not differ by patient ethnicity (OR 0.59, 95% CI 0.21--1.57). Using the lowest IMD quintile (least deprived) as the reference group, the odds of taking part in the Health Check were higher in patients residing in more deprived Quintile 2 (OR 1.61, 95% CI 1.03--2.51), Quintile 3 (OR 2.63, 95% CI 1.66--4.17), Quintile 4 (OR 2.17, 95% CI 1.39--3.38) and Quintile five (OR 2.90, 95% CI 1.84--4.58). No significant moderation effect was found between any pair of socio-demographic predictor variables. Table 3Logistic regressions predicting Health Check participation*VariableOdds ratio (95% confidence interval)*Univariate logistic regressions Age  Years1.05 (1.04--1.07)\*\* Gender  Male1.00  Female1.50 (1.16--1.95)\* Ethnicity^a^  White1.00  Other0.59 (0.21--1.57) IMD^b^  Quintile 1 (least deprived)1.00  Quintile 21.61 (1.03--2.51)\*  Quintile 32.63 (1.66--4.17)\*\*  Quintile 42.17 (1.39--3.38)\*\*  Quintile 5 (most deprived)2.90 (1.84--4.58)\*\*Multivariate logistic regression^c^ Age  Years1.05 (1.04--1.07)\*\* Gender  Male1.00  Female1.29 (0.95--1.76) Ethnicity^a^  White1.00  Other0.85 (0.29--2.52) IMD^b^  Quintile 1 (least deprived)1.00  Quintile 20.56 (0.31--1.02)  Quintile 30.79 (0.41--1.52)  Quintile 40.37 (0.18--0.76)\*  Quintile 5 (most deprived)0.42 (0.20--0.88)\*[^5][^6][^7][^8][^9][^10]

Multivariate logistic regression analyses, controlling for GP surgery, reduced to non-significant the association between gender and Health Check participation, whereas older age remained a significant predictor in this model (OR 1.05, 95% CI 1.04--1.07). IMD also continued to predict Health Check participation, although the direction of effect was reversed. Compared with the lowest IMD quintile, patients residing in more deprived Quintile four (OR 0.37, 95% CI 0.18--0.76) and Quintile five (OR 0.42, 95% CI 0.20--0.88) were now found to have significantly lower odds of taking part in the Health Check. Further analysis revealed that IMD distributions differed across the four practices, with a higher number of patients residing in areas in greater deprivation in Practices 3 and 2, and no patients in Quintile 5 in Practices 3 and 4 (*χ*2 = 731.21, df = 3, *P* \< 0.005). In a subsequent multivariate logistic regression model including interaction terms, no significant moderation effects were found.

Physical activity trial participants versus trial non-participants {#s3b}
------------------------------------------------------------------

Table [4](#FDV070TB4){ref-type="table"} displays results of univariate and multivariate logistic regression analyses predicting trial participation (*n* = 1380). In univariate analyses, older patients (OR 1.03 95% CI 1.01--1.04) and women (OR 1.49, 95% CI 1.10--2.03) showed significantly greater odds of trial participation, whereas no significant difference was found between patients of white and other ethnicities. Compared with those living in areas of comparatively lowest deprivation, the odds of trial participation did not differ significantly across the remaining quintiles, with the exception of Quintile 4. Patients residing in this second most deprived quintile had around 40% lower odds of trial participation than their counterparts in Quintile 1 (OR 0.60, 95% CI 0.37--0.99). No significant interaction terms were found for any paired combination of socio-demographic predictor variables. Table 4Logistic regressions predicting physical activity trial participation*VariableOdds ratio (95% confidence interval)*Univariate logistic regressions Age  Years1.03 (1.01--1.04)\* Gender  Male1.00  Female1.49 (1.10--2.03)\*\* Ethnicity^a^  White1.00  Other1.48 (0.72--3.04) IMD^b^  Quintile 1 (least deprived)1.00  Quintile 20.74 (0.47--1.15)  Quintile 30.83 (0.52--1.33)  Quintile 40.60 (0.37--0.99)\*  Quintile 5 (most deprived)0.72 (0.45--1.17)Multivariate logistic regression^c^ Age  Years1.04 (1.02--1.06)\*\* Gender  Male1.00  Female1.41 (1.00--1.99) Ethnicity^a^  White1.00  Other1.36 (0.64--2.91) IMD^b^  Quintile 1 (least deprived)1.00  Quintile 20.70 (0.42--1.17)  Quintile 30.74 (0.41--1.32)  Quintile 40.62 (0.32--1.20)  Quintile 5 (most deprived)0.61 (0.32--1.16)[^11][^12][^13][^14][^15][^16]

In the subsequent multivariate model, following adjustment for GP surgery, only age remained a significant predictor of trial participation, with a 4% increase in odds seen with every 1-year increase in age (OR 1.04, 95% CI 1.02--1.06). Women also continued to show greater odds of participation than men when controlling for all other variables, although this effect was borderline non-significant (OR 1.41, 95% CI 1.00--1.99, *P* = 0.053). Neither ethnicity nor IMD predicted trial participation in this model. No significant interaction terms were observed.

Discussion {#s4}
==========

Main findings of this study {#s4a}
---------------------------

This study aimed to explore whether participation in the NHS Health Check and a nested physical activity trial can be considered equitable by exploring differences in uptake across selected socio-demographic factors. In multivariate analyses controlling for GP surgery, participation in the Health Check (either alone or in addition to the trial) was predicted by older age and lower area-level deprivation. Participation in the physical activity trial component (nested within the Health Check) was predicted by older age. Together, these findings suggest that younger patients and those living in areas of relatively high socioeconomic deprivation may be less willing to take part in primary care-based preventative interventions, while younger (and possibly male) patients appear further disinclined to participate in research informing the development of these interventions. GP surgery exerted a substantial effect on the strength and direction of associations between socio-demographic variables and participation, a finding which suggests that practice-level factors may play a greater role in determining equity in participation than individual patient characteristics.

What is already known on this topic? {#s4b}
------------------------------------

Our finding that older individuals were more likely to participate in primary care-based preventative health interventions is supported by a number of existing studies conducted across varied settings and populations,^[@FDV070C21],[@FDV070C22]^ including research specific to the NHS Health Checks Programme.^[@FDV070C23],[@FDV070C24]^ Conflicting findings from older research studies do however also exist.^[@FDV070C17]^ A number of factors may explain the age association observed here, including the possibility of greater perceived relevance of preventative interventions in older groups given their increased risk profile^[@FDV070C21]^ or age-relevant issues surrounding access to GP appointments (e.g. older people may be less likely to be in full-time employment). The finding of a higher likelihood of attending a Health Check with lower levels of deprivation is consistent with the existing literature and suggests that more efforts may need to be directed towards understanding how best to engage disadvantaged social groups in preventative health interventions^[@FDV070C17],[@FDV070C19],[@FDV070C20],[@FDV070C23]^.

When controlling for GP surgery within analyses, we observed differences in both the magnitude and, in the case of IMD, direction of the association between socio-demographic characteristics and participation. This finding highlights the importance of considering GP-surgery-specific factors when exploring reasons why patients choose to take part or otherwise in primary care-based interventions. We note, for example, disparities in patient IMD distributions across the GP surgeries included in this study, and the fact that each practice organized and conducted recruitment into the Health Check and trial in different ways. To date, a large body of research has highlighted the importance of aspects such as GP surgery size,^[@FDV070C23],[@FDV070C24]^ GP patient ethnic concordance,^[@FDV070C24]^ recruitment strategies^[@FDV070C34]^ (for example, telephone, verbal or opportunistic invitations)^[@FDV070C35],[@FDV070C36]^ and patient beliefs surrounding access to appointments^[@FDV070C37]^ in predicting Health Check uptake. Moreover, the nature of the referral process (e.g. the referring health professional and reasons for referral)^[@FDV070C27],[@FDV070C38],[@FDV070C39]^ and perceived physician support^[@FDV070C40]^ have also been shown to influence uptake of physical activity promotion trials and interventions conducted in primary care. Each surgery in the present study employed different recruitment approaches, ranging from postal invitation letters to face-to-face ad-hoc requests, and Health Check availability and delivery is likely to have differed in quantity, quality and frequency across surgeries. Unfortunately, information on recruitment procedures was not collected in a manner amenable to statistical analysis here, although other research programmes are currently exploring the impact of different invitation procedures on Health Check uptake.^[@FDV070C34]^

What this study adds {#s4c}
--------------------

This study is one of a few available analyses exploring equity in uptake of the NHS Health Check across patient socio-demographic factors.^[@FDV070C24],[@FDV070C41]^ Since its inception in 2008, the Health Check programme has been criticized for failing to attain the originally projected participation rates upon which initial estimates of cost and clinical effectiveness were based.^[@FDV070C42]^ Further exploration of how potential socio-demographic determinants of Health Check uptake may be modified by GP surgery-related factors is now required to ensure that the programme not only achieves its aim of reducing vascular disease incidence in the population but does so without increasing health inequities between population subgroups.^[@FDV070C42]^ This latter priority has been highlighted in a number of existing publications examining uptake and response to the programme, with no clear conclusions on equity so far drawn.^[@FDV070C36],[@FDV070C43]^

The findings of the present study suggest that a focus on younger patients residing in areas of greater socioeconomic deprivation may be a good starting point. Further work in this area may be usefully informed by the Cochrane & Campbell Equity Method Groups 'PROGRESS-Plus' equity checklist. This checklist highlights the need to expand equity considerations beyond more traditionally studied social stratifiers such as age, gender and socioeconomic status to consider a far broader range of factors known to typify social disadvantage (e.g. [P]{.ul}lace of residence, [R]{.ul}ace, [O]{.ul}ccupation, [G]{.ul}ender, [R]{.ul}eligion, [E]{.ul}ducation, [S]{.ul}ocial Capital, [S]{.ul}ocioeconomic status, plus age, disability and sexual orientation)^[@FDV070C44]^. Further work, including qualitative research, is currently underway to explore how these factors may lead to differential uptake within the context of the Health Check and in primary care preventative interventions more generally.

Limitations of this study {#s4d}
-------------------------

One key limitation of this study is the fact that participating practices were located in one geographic region of the UK (East of England) and served a largely racially homogeneous population of patients residing in areas of relatively low deprivation (both Practices 3 and 4 were in areas classified as falling within the least deprived IMD decile in the country)^[@FDV070C33]^. This constraint was due to the geographic catchment area of the pilot trial from which data were obtained. We acknowledge that further work exploring the role of GP surgery-related factors in determining equitable uptake of the Health Check is now required in more socially diverse populations and in larger patient samples. That differences in participation by age, IMD and gender were identified within the present patient population implies that larger effects may be observable in populations showing greater socio-demographic variation. Larger sample sizes may also increase the likelihood of detecting potential interaction effects between socio-demographic variables. This would allow us to explore how different indices of social disadvantage may potentially augment the effects of each other on health outcomes.

A further limitation is the fact that other PROGRESS-Plus factors and the pathways through which these may influence recruitment were not explored in the present study. This shortcoming resulted from ethical constraints surrounding access to patient records and from the limitations of demographic data stored on practice databases. Furthermore, we experienced difficulties measuring and operationalizing aspects of Health Check delivery such as ad hoc recruitment procedures. Recruitment of non-participants into research is, by definition, a difficult task, and we acknowledge that one strength of this work is that we were able to obtain data on a relatively large sample of practice-registered non-participants. We had originally hoped to include data from a larger number of practices in our analyses, but we were prevented from doing so by a lack of consistent record keeping on the numbers of patients invited to participate in the Health Check and trial. Further research in this area may benefit from engaging practice staff responsible for recruitment earlier on in the process to ensure that suitable data can be gathered on the numbers and characteristics of invited patients and recruitment procedures used.

To conclude, younger patients in the target 40--74 age year range may be at greater risk of non-participation in the NHS Health Checks programme and a nested physical activity trial. Lower socioeconomic status appears to be an additional risk factor for non-participation in the Health Check, while men may be less likely than women to take part in the research trial component specifically. GP surgery-related factors are key determinants of uptake in this context and need to be studied in greater detail to isolate which aspects of programme delivery encourage participation across different socio-demographic groups and thereby ensure equity in uptake.
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[^1]: Data on Practice IMD and non-white ethnicity estimate derived from Public Health England.^[@FDV070C33]^

[^2]: ^a^Decile of deprivation, UK ranking (2012). 1 = least deprived, 10 = most deprived.

[^3]: ^a^White Ethnicity (White British, White Irish, Other White Background); Other Ethnicity includes Mixed Ethnicity \[Mixed White and Black Caribbean, Mixed White and Asian, Other Mixed Background, Asian Ethnicity (Asian or Asian British Indian, Asian or Asian British Pakistani, Asian or Asian British Bangladeshi, Other Asian Background), Black Ethnicity (Black or Black British Caribbean, Black or Black British African, Other Black Background), Chinese and Other\].

[^4]: ^b^Index of Multiple Deprivation cut-off values for Quintile 1 = 6.12, Quintile 2 = 12.51, Quintile 3 = 16.23, Quintile 4 = 22.41.

[^5]: For regression analyses, Health Check participation is coded as 1; Health Check non-participation is coded as 0.

[^6]: ^a^White Ethnicity (White British, White Irish, Other White Background); Other Ethnicity includes Mixed Ethnicity \[Mixed White and Black Caribbean, Mixed White and Asian, Other Mixed Background, Asian Ethnicity (Asian or Asian British Indian, Asian or Asian British Pakistani, Asian or Asian British Bangladeshi, Other Asian Background), Black Ethnicity (Black or Black British Caribbean, Black or Black British African, Other Black Background), Chinese and Other\].

[^7]: ^b^Index of Multiple Deprivation cut-off values for Quintile 1 = 6.12, Quintile 2 = 12.51, Quintile 3 = 16.23, Quintile 4 = 22.41.

[^8]: ^c^Adjusted for GP surgery.

[^9]: \**P* \< 0.05.

[^10]: \*\**P* \< 0.01 for Wald Statistic.

[^11]: For regression analyses, trial participation is coded as 1; trial non-participation is coded as 0.

[^12]: ^a^White Ethnicity (White British, White Irish, Other White Background); Other Ethnicity includes Mixed Ethnicity \[Mixed White and Black Caribbean, Mixed White and Asian, Other Mixed Background, Asian Ethnicity (Asian or Asian British Indian, Asian or Asian British Pakistani, Asian or Asian British Bangladeshi, Other Asian Background), Black Ethnicity (Black or Black British Caribbean, Black or Black British African, Other Black Background), Chinese and Other\].

[^13]: ^b^Index of Multiple Deprivation cut-off values for Quintile 1 = 6.12, Quintile 2 = 12.51, Quintile 3 = 16.23, Quintile 4 = 22.41.

[^14]: ^c^Adjusted for GP surgery.

[^15]: \**P* \< 0.05.

[^16]: \*\**P* \< 0.01 for Wald Statistic.
